
Before t h e  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D.C. 

PUBLIC HEARING -- January 18, 1967 

Appeal No. 9068  arth ha M. Curry, appel lant .  

The Zoning Administrator of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appel lee.  

On motion duly made, seconded and c a r r i e d  with M r .  
Arthur B. Hatton d i s sen t ing ,  t h e  following Order was entered  
a t  t h e  meeting of t h e  Board on January 27, 1967. 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER - February 2 ,  1967 

ORDERED: 

That t h e  appeal f o r  permission t o  change a nonconforming use 
from-a rooming house on a l l  f l o o r s  t o  an apartment house with 4 
u n i t s  and 2 s leeping rooms a t  2825 - 28th S t r e e t ,  NW., l o t  23, 
sQuare 2109, be granted. 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

(1) The s u b j e c t  property is  located  i n  an R-3 D i s t r i c t .  

(2) The property i s  improved by a three-story and basement 
row br ick  s t r u c t u r e .  

(3) The present  owner purchased t h e  property i n  1949 and 
t h e  bui ld ing  has had two s leeping rooms and two apartments i n  it 
up t o  t h e  present .  

( 4 )  The owner was i ssued an occupancy permit a s  a rooming 
house i n  1963. 

(5) Appellant s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  bui ld ing  had had a l i c ense  
every year  s i nce  she purchased the property i n  1949. Becuase of 
t h e  change i n  t h e  bui ld ing  code, appe l l an t  s t a t e d ,  t h e  occupancy 
permit had t o  be changed and new permits obtained t o  comply with 
the  new code and f i r e  alarm s i g n a l s  and c e r t a i n  f i r ep roof ing  
measures had t o  be taken t o  make t h e  bui ld ing  code. 

(6) An apartment house l i c ense  could no t  be obtained 
because t h e r e  i s  an open bath shared by t h e  bui ld ing  manager and 
one of t h e  rooming tenants .  

(7)  Appellant proposes t o  have four  complete apartment 
u n i t s  i n  t h e  bui ld ing ,  and two rooming tenants .  



( 8 )  This appeal was opposed by t h e  Woodley Park Community 
Association and o the r  r e s i den t s  of t he  area .  The general  pos i t ion  
of t he  opposi t ion was t h a t  t h e  change would c r e a t e  more congestion, 
inc rease  t he  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  nonconformance would no t  d i s -  
appear, and t h a t  t h e  change of nonconforming use would adversely 
the  value of t h e i r  property.  

OPINION : 

W e  a r e  of t h e  opinion t h a t  t h i s  proposed use w i l l  no t  have 
an.adverse a f f e c t  upon t h e  p resen t  charac te r  and f u t u r e  develop- 
ment of t h e  neighborhood nor  w i l l  it s u b s t a n t i a l l y  impair t h e  
purpose, i n t e n t  o r  i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  Zoning Regulations and Map. 

The change w i l l  no t  inc rease  t h e  nonconformity of t h e  pro- 
per ty .  Indeed, under t h e  present  proposal t he r e  may be a decrease 
i n  t h e  occupancy of t h e  bui ld ing  from t h e  occupancy t h a t  has  pre- 
v ious ly  ex i s t ed .  Further ,  t h e  requested r e l i e f  can be granted 
without any s u b s t a n t i a l  detr iment  t o  t h e  publ ic  good. 


